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 Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony on this bill.  The 
Office of Information Practices (“OIP”) supports the intent of this bill to ensure 
that police departments have uniform state standards to follow in their responses to 

requests under the Uniform Information Practices Act (“UIPA”), chapter 92F, for 
recordings made by body-worn cameras, as well as standards for when to use body-
worn cameras.  With or without this bill, OIP anticipates that the increased use 

of body-worn cameras will lead to a high volume of UIPA requests for 
body-worn camera footage, thus requiring additional staffing and 
operational funding for OIP to address these new cases. 

 Regardless of whether this bill becomes law, the county police 
departments have been and are likely to continue to acquire and use body-worn 
cameras.  Thus, OIP expects to be dealing in the near future with increasing 

numbers of appeals from the public for the resulting footage as well as requests 
from police departments for guidance as to their UIPA responsibilities.  This bill is 
helpful, in that it does set reasonable statewide standards for when body-

worn camera recordings are definitively not public under the UIPA, and thus 
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reduces the need for OIP to analyze and opine on those non-public records.   
Therefore, OIP supports the establishment of statewide standards, as 
provided by the bill. 

   This bill, however, does not establish statewide standards for 
all body camera footage, such as those involving the use of force or a 
potential felony   Consequently, these remaining records not covered by 

this bill, which are the most controversial, would require careful analysis 
as to whether they would be potentially subject to the UIPA’s exceptions, 
particularly the privacy exception.    

Public requests for body-worn camera footage will almost 
certainly occur in such controversial cases and are likely to require case-
by-case analysis of the balance of the privacy interests of those depicted in videos 

versus the public disclosure interest.  This is similar to the issues involved when 
OIP considers disputes regarding disclosure of 911 recordings, which in the past 
have required analyses of whether non-verbal sounds were so emotionally 

anguished as to create a significant privacy interest, whether spoken words gained 
a privacy interest because of the fearful or anguished tone of the person’s voice, the 
extent to which such privacy interests were affected by a person’s death (often 
caused by the events recorded), and where the balance lies between the identified 

privacy interests and the public interest in disclosure.  OIP has found 911 recording 
decisions to require far more attorney time per page of transcript or per minute 
of recording than decisions involving records created under less emotionally fraught 

circumstances.  
 With body-worn cameras, a five-minute incident could potentially be 

recorded from several officers’ cameras at once, which, if different cameras pick up 

additional information, would further increase review time, especially if OIP 
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must review both the redacted and unredacted versions of multiple videos.  
Additionally, the sheer volume of body camera recordings would mean that even a 
small proportionate number of video requests resulting in appeals to OIP could 

create substantial new work for our already burdened office. 
To give you an idea of the volume of recordings experienced elsewhere, 

the Seattle Police Department has estimated that it would take someone nearly 330 

years working eight hours each business day to view its existing 700,000 hours of 
dash cam video, and that it expects to generate an additional 220,000 hours of body 
cam footage each year.  Seattle had 1,289 police officers in 2015, and 640 of them 
will start wearing body cameras this fall.  Since its body cam pilot project in 2014, 

Seattle has grappled with various issues concerning the public release of police 
videos, and almost shelved its body camera program when a requester sought 
release of all videos. 

Based on the experience of Seattle and other police forces around the 
nation, OIP anticipates that UIPA requests for these recordings will be time-
consuming both for police departments to respond to and for OIP to advise 

the police departments and the public and to issue decisions on appeals, especially 
in the first few years before precedents have emerged on the treatment of the 

sort of information typically found in body-worn camera footage.  Consequently, as 
the counties begin using body-worn cameras, OIP will need additional staffing 
and operational funding to address anticipated requests for guidance and 

appeals involving body-worn camera footage, which will only add to the steady 
increases in new cases that OIP has already been receiving each year.   

For the near future, OIP anticipates that a simple trade-off of an 

existing 1.0 FTE staff attorney position (# 102633) into two .50 FTE staff 
attorney positions and supplemental funding of $50,000 would enable it to 
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more efficiently utilize its personnel and handle the expected increase in new cases 
next year. 

 While OIP’s primary concern is the question of public access to body-

worn camera footage and the anticipated costs associated with it, OIP notes that 
there are other costs and issues associated with the use of body-worn cameras, 
such as the costs of redaction and maintaining the footage for the required time 

period, which reports from other states indicate may dwarf the cost of actually 
acquiring the cameras; the issue of when cameras should be turned on and off, 
which is partially addressed by this bill; and where the videos will be retained and 

who will be responsible for ensuring their chain of custody. 
 In conclusion, OIP supports the establishment of statewide 

standards for the use of body cameras by police departments, and requests 

additional resources so that it can assist the public and the police in responding 
to their anticipated increases in appeals and requests for guidance concerning the 
disclosure of police videos.  

  Thank you for considering OIP’s testimony. 
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The Honorable Karl Rhoads, Chair
The Honorable Joy A. San Buenaventura, Vice Chair
And Members of the Committee on Judiciary
The House of Representatives
State Capitol
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

RE: SB 24L'1., SD 2: RELATING TO LAW ENFORCEMENT CAMERAS

Dear Chair Rhoads, Vice Chair San Buenaventura, and Members of the Committee:

The Maui Police Department STRONGLY OPPOSES SB 2411, SD 2 relating to
Law Enforcement Cameras.

This bill lacks not only acquired study information gained from numerous
trainings and conferences attended by all local Law Enforcement Departments, it lacks
the funding to create positions to handle the processing of digital videos, storage,
redacting, and equipment to handle the situations created by this bill.

It has taken our Department several years to look into the use of the body wom
camera because of the intense parameters that we have set to choosing a particular vendor
to provide a service to our community, also taking into account laws regarding privacy,
operating procedures, equipment servicing, storage and personnel to run the progtam.

The Maui Police Department feels that this effort, however positive, is rushing a

process that needs to be taken at a steady pace to ensure that this program is done in a
way to protect both the rights of the officer as well as all parties filmed during lawful
police contacts. It is relatively new ground that our State is walking on and if a law is in
place early on and we have not yet worked through most of the working issues, we will
not only set back a great program, we may set bad case law that would not only affect our
State but other States that may already have or are in the process of starting a body wom
camera program.

TiVOLi S.FAAUMU
CHIEF OF POLiCE

DEAN M.RICKARD
DttPUTY CHIEF OF POLICE
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The Maui Police Department supports the body worn camera program but
STRONGLY OPPOSES this bill as it lacks the law enforcement input and knowledge
gained through years ofresearch and careful plaruring.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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Greetings Committee Chair Rhoads, my name is Lorentina Te’i and I am writing testimony to SUPPORT 
bill SB2411-SD2 (Relating to Law Enforcement body cameras.) This bill is a critical step to reforming the 
state’s criminal justice system.  Nationwide it has been both civilian and police footage that has exposed 
police misconduct on a national level.  Police Chiefs (nationwide) have begun to understand the benefits 
of officers recording their interactions with the public.  The videotaping of police encounters in Maui has 
demonstrated that this tool is not only beneficial for exposing corrupt police actors, but also is an 
important tool in protecting good officers from allegations that are untrue.  
Although the county police union has objected to this legislation, all police agencies seem to understand 
and support the legislation (provided ample funding is included). 
 Ensuring that the public and police understand that all eyes constantly watch them is a necessary tool in 

stemming the current police practices that have led to this legislation.  I cannot stress the importance of 

this legislation as it pertains to dealing with the greater problem of understanding what is needed to 

remedy the current police problems in this state. This legislation is a critical oversight tool that should be 

passed.  I therefore support the passage of this legislation. 



 
Greetings Committee Chair Rhoads, my name is Jessica Agonias and I am writing testimony to SUPPORT 
bill SB2411-SD2 (Relating to Law Enforcement body cameras.) This bill is a critical step to reforming the 
state’s criminal justice system.  Nationwide it has been both civilian and police footage that has exposed 
police misconduct on a national level.  Police Chiefs (nationwide) have begun to understand the benefits 
of officers recording their interactions with the public.  The videotaping of police encounters in Maui has 
demonstrated that this tool is not only beneficial for exposing corrupt police actors, but also is an 
important tool in protecting good officers from allegations that are untrue.  
Although the county police union has objected to this legislation, all police agencies seem to understand 
and support the legislation (provided ample funding is included). 
  Ensuring that the public and police understand that all eyes constantly watch them is a necessary tool 
in stemming the current police practices that have led to this legislation.  I cannot stress the importance 
of this legislation as it pertains to dealing with the greater problem of understanding what is needed to 
remedy the current police problems in this state. This legislation is a critical oversight tool that should be 
passed.  I therefore support the passage of this legislation. 
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Greetings Committee Chair Rhoads, my name is John Figueroa and I am writing testimony to 

SUPPORT bill SB2411-SD2 (Relating to Law Enforcement body cameras.) This bill is a critical 

step to reforming the state’s criminal justice system.  Nationwide it has been both civilian and 

police footage that has exposed police misconduct on a national level.  Police Chiefs 

(nationwide) have begun to understand the benefits of officers recording their interactions with 

the public.  The videotaping of police encounters in Maui has demonstrated that this tool is not 

only beneficial for exposing corrupt police actors, but also is an important tool in protecting good 

officers from allegations that are untrue.  

Although the county police union has objected to this legislation, all police agencies seem to 

understand and support the legislation (provided ample funding is included). 

  Ensuring that the public and police understand that all eyes constantly watch them is a 

necessary tool in stemming the current police practices that have led to this legislation.  I cannot 

stress the importance of this legislation as it pertains to dealing with the greater problem of 

understanding what is needed to remedy the current police problems in this state. This legislation 

is a critical oversight tool that should be passed.  I therefore support the passage of this 

legislation. 

 

 

 



 
Greetings Committee Chair Rhoads, my name is Paulo O.J Paulo and I am writing testimony to SUPPORT 
bill SB2411-SD2 (Relating to Law Enforcement body cameras.) This bill is a critical step to reforming the 
state’s criminal justice system.  Nationwide it has been both civilian and police footage that has exposed 
police misconduct on a national level.  Police Chiefs (nationwide) have begun to understand the benefits 
of officers recording their interactions with the public.  The videotaping of police encounters in Maui has 
demonstrated that this tool is not only beneficial for exposing corrupt police actors, but also is an 
important tool in protecting good officers from allegations that are untrue.  
Although the county police union has objected to this legislation, all police agencies seem to understand 
and support the legislation (provided ample funding is included). 
 Ensuring that the public and police understand that all eyes constantly watch them is a necessary tool in 

stemming the current police practices that have led to this legislation.  I cannot stress the importance of 

this legislation as it pertains to dealing with the greater problem of understanding what is needed to 

remedy the current police problems in this state. This legislation is a critical oversight tool that should be 

passed.  I therefore support the passage of this legislation. 



 
700 Bishop Street, Suite 1701  Office: (808) 531-4000 
Honolulu, HI 96813  Fax: (808) 380-3580 
  info@civilbeatlawcenter.org 
 
House Committee on Judiciary 
Honorable Karl Rhoads, Chair 
Honorable Joy A. San Buenaventura, Vice Chair 
 

RE: Testimony Opposing S.B. 2411 S.D. 2, Relating to Law Enforcement Cameras 
Hearing:  March 18, 2016 at 2:00 p.m. 

 
Dear Chair and Members of the Committee: 
 
My name is Brian Black.  I am the Executive Director of the Civil Beat Law Center for 
the Public Interest, a nonprofit organization whose primary mission concerns solutions 
that promote government transparency.  Thank you for the opportunity to submit 
testimony on S.B. 2411 S.D. 2.  The Law Center opposes the expansive breadth of the 
confidentiality provision in this bill.  Attached is a proposal to rebalance the bill 
consistent with our State’s existing standards of transparency and privacy. 
 
S.B. 2411 S.D. 2 only provides police accountability if footage is publicly accessible.  
Body camera video would be far less accessible under S.B. 2411 than under existing law.  
As currently drafted, the only video that could possibly be disclosed by a law 
enforcement agency is video that involves use of force or felony conduct.  All other 
video—regardless of the circumstances—would be confidential.  The absolute 
confidentiality provision in S.B. 2411 S.D. 2—proposed section 52D-E(c)—should be severely 
curtailed.1 
 
Under existing law, law enforcement agencies are authorized to withhold videos based 
on privacy concerns or frustration of a legitimate government function.  HRS § 
92F-13(1) & (3).  These existing public records exemptions examine each video on a 
case-by-case basis to determine whether disclosure is appropriate.  Departments may 
obscure faces or redact audio—depending on the circumstances—to protect personal 
information or an ongoing investigation.2  But that fact-sensitive analysis will not occur 
under S.B. 2411.  Under S.B. 2411, if a video does not involve use of force or felony 
conduct, there is no further analysis; the record is simply not publicly accessible. 
 

                                                
1 The Law Center does not object to absolute confidentiality (as currently provided in S.B. 2411) for 
non-evidentiary video—i.e., video categorized in subsection (a) and (b)(2)(D)-(G) of proposed § 52D-E. 

2 As leading privacy advocates have noted:  “If recordings are redacted, they should be discloseable 
[sic].”  E.g., ACLU, Police Body-Mounted Cameras:  With Right Policies in Place, a Win for All at 7 (March 
2015), at https://www.aclu.org/sites/default/files/assets/police_body-mounted_cameras-v2.pdf. 
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The Law Center is not advocating for mandatory disclosure of any category of video.  
Even use of force and felony conduct footage should be subject to case-by-case analysis 
because each police encounter is unique.  There will be instances, however, when 
misdemeanor conduct, arrests, or other evidentiary video by officers will have 
significant public interest.  The public should be able to request videos (and law 
enforcement agencies the leeway to disclose videos) subject to the well-established 
public records standards. 
 
Lastly, please note that concerns expressed about the costs for law enforcement agencies 
to redact body camera video frequently are overstated.  Digital-tracking technology 
provides agencies the ability to mark an individual for obscurity throughout a video 
with minimal effort.  E.g., Axon, The Future of FOIA:  Find, Redact, Deliver, at 
http://www.axon.io/webinar/follow-up-redaction (presentation by TASER 
International’s technology unit regarding the ease of using its automated video 
redaction tool for Evidence.com, a digital evidence management platform); Yale Law 
School Media Freedom & Information Access Clinic, Police Body Cam Footage:  Just 
Another Public Record at 23 (December 2015) (describing other automated blurring tools 
available at little or no cost).3  Thus, the technology exists to redact body camera videos 
when necessary to protect personal privacy. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to testify.

                                                
3 Available at http://isp.yale.edu/sites/default/files/publications/police_body_camera_footage-
_just_another_public_record.pdf. 



 

Proposed Amendment to Section 52D-E 
 
* * * 
 
(c)  The following video footage shall be exempt from the public inspection 

requirements of chapter 92F: 
(1)  Video footage not subject to a minimum three-year retention period 

pursuant to subsection (b); 
(2)  Video footage that is subject to a minimum three-year retention period 

solely and exclusively pursuant to subsection (b) (1) (C), if the subject of 
the video footage making the complaint requests the video footage not be 
made available to the public; 

(3)(2)  Video footage that is subject to a minimum three-year retention period 
solely and exclusively pursuant to subsection (b) (2) (A), (B), (C), or (D); 
and   

(4)(3)  Video footage that is subject to a minimum three-year retention period 
solely and exclusively pursuant to subsection (b) (2) (E), (F), or (G), if the 
person making the request requests the video footage not be made 
available to the public.  

(d)  Individuals depicted in or identified by any of the following categories of video 
footage shall be presumed to have significant privacy interests in the information 
contained in the video footage.  Consistent with sections 92F-13 and 92F-14, 
disclosure of this video footage shall constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 
personal privacy unless the public interest in disclosure outweighs the privacy 
interests of the individual. 
(1)  Video footage that is subject to a minimum three-year retention period 

solely and exclusively pursuant to subsection (b) (1) (C), if the subject of 
the video footage making the complaint requests the video footage not be 
made available to the public; and 

(2)  Video footage that is subject to a minimum three-year retention period 
solely and exclusively pursuant to subsection (b) (2) (A), (B), or (C). 



 

Committee:  Committee on Judiciary 

Hearing Date/Time: Friday, March 18, 2016, 2:00 p.m.  

Place:   Conference Room 325 

Re:   Testimony of the ACLU of Hawaii in Support of S.B. 2411, S.D.2, Relating 

to Law Enforcement Cameras  

 

Dear Chair Rhoads and Members of the Committee on Judiciary: 

 

The American Civil Liberties Union of Hawaii (“ACLU of Hawaii”) writes in support of S.B. 

2411, S.D.2, which establishes requirements for body-worn cameras and vehicle cameras by 

county police departments, and appropriates funds as a grant-in-aid to each county for the 

purchase of cameras.  The ACLU strongly supports this measure as currently written; however, 

we would also support a number of amendments (as set forth below) should the Committee wish 

to adopt them.  

 

Body cameras protect police officers and the general public 
 
Body-worn police officer cameras may reduce use-of-force and citizen complaints, and may 

deter bad behavior of both law enforcement officers and members of the public. A study 

conducted from 2012 to 2013 found an overall 60% reduction in use-of-force incidents after the 

body cameras were deployed (thus improving safety both for the individual officers and for the 

general public), and an 88% reduction in citizen complaints between the year prior to and 

following deployment.
1
 Another study saw a 75% reduction in injuries to suspects at the hands of 

officers using body cameras.
2
 Reducing use-of-force incidents and injuries to suspects would 

likely increase public trust in our officers, making law enforcement stronger. Additionally, 

footage captured by police office body cameras can offer exonerating evidence for officers 

falsely accused of misconduct and help to quickly resolve potential complaints.
3
 

 

Body cameras are already in use 
 
Police departments on both Maui and Kauai have begun the process of implementing body-worn 

cameras.   Maui County has already conducted a pilot project, and Mayor Alan Arakawa 

                                                           
1
 See Lindsay Miller, Jessica Toliver & Police Executive Research Forum, Implementing a Body-Worn Camera 

Program:  Recommendations and Lessons Learned, Community Oriented Policing Services, U.S. Dep’t of Justice at 

5 (2014), available at https://www.justice.gov/iso/opa/resources/472014912134715246869.pdf. 

 
2
 See David Harris, Study: OPD body cams help reduce complaints, injuries, Orlando Sentinel  (Oct. 9, 2015), 

available at http://www.orlandosentinel.com/news/breaking-news/os-opd-body-cameras-research-20151009-

story.html. 

    
3
 See Michael D. White, Police Officer Body-Worn Cameras:  Assessing the Evidence, Community Oriented 

Policing Services, U.S. Dep’t of Justice (2014), at 24, available at 

https://www.ojpdiagnosticcenter.org/sites/default/files/spotlight/download/Police%20Officer%20Body-

Worn%20Cameras.pdf. 

https://www.justice.gov/iso/opa/resources/472014912134715246869.pdf
http://www.orlandosentinel.com/news/breaking-news/os-opd-body-cameras-research-20151009-story.html
http://www.orlandosentinel.com/news/breaking-news/os-opd-body-cameras-research-20151009-story.html
https://www.ojpdiagnosticcenter.org/sites/default/files/spotlight/download/Police%20Officer%20Body-Worn%20Cameras.pdf
https://www.ojpdiagnosticcenter.org/sites/default/files/spotlight/download/Police%20Officer%20Body-Worn%20Cameras.pdf
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announced that the Maui P.D. “should be rolling out body cameras by the end of the year.”
4
  As 

such, there is an urgent need for the Legislature to pass clear, uniform, state-wide guidance to 

ensure that law enforcement officers across the state have consistent policies when using body-

worn cameras.  S.B. 2411, S.D.2 strikes the right balance between government accountability 

and individual privacy by setting clear guidance for the retention/deletion of footage, operation 

of cameras, and disclosure of footage.  

 

Funding is available for the implementation of body-worn cameras 
 
Federal funding is available for the purchase of body-worn police cameras. In 2015, the U.S. 

Department of Justice (“DOJ”), through its Bureau of Justice Assistance (“BJA”), announced 

over $22 million in available grants to assist local and tribal law enforcement agencies in in the 

implementation of body-worn camera programs.
5
 Maui has received at least $78,000 through this 

grant.
6
 

 

Suggestions regarding funding and HRS chapter 92F 
 
While the ACLU of Hawaii supports this bill as currently written, we would also support the 

following amendments:  

 

(1) Disbursing matching funds through the Department of the Attorney General, rather than 

directly to the individual counties, and authorize the Department to promulgate 

administrative rules (if necessary) to effectuate the intent of this measure;  

(2) Changing the effective date of this measure to January 1, 2017, to allow a period of 

transition; and  

(3) Changing sections 52D and 52E in accordance with suggestions made by the Civil Beat 

Law Center regarding HRS chapter 92F 

 

  

                                                           
4
 Mayor Arakawa:  State of the County is “One of Perpetual Change,” Maui Now (Mar. 15, 2016), available at 

http://mauinow.com/2016/03/14/mayor-arakawa-state-of-the-county-is-one-of-perpetual-change/; Maui mayor 

addresses body cameras, misspending in State of the County, KHON2 News (Mar. 14, 2016), available at 

http://khon2.com/2016/03/14/maui-mayor-addresses-body-cameras-misspendinig-in-state-of-the-county/.  

5
 See Body-Worn Camera Program Fact Sheet, Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Dep’t of Justice (2015), available 

at https://www.bja.gov/bwc/pdfs/BWCPIP-Award-Fact-Sheet.pdf. 

 
6
Maui police to test body cameras on Halloween, Honolulu Star-Advertiser (Oct. 24, 2015), available at 

http://www.staradvertiser.com/breaking-news/maui-police-to-test-body-cameras-on-halloween/.  

 

http://mauinow.com/2016/03/14/mayor-arakawa-state-of-the-county-is-one-of-perpetual-change/
http://khon2.com/2016/03/14/maui-mayor-addresses-body-cameras-misspendinig-in-state-of-the-county/
https://www.bja.gov/bwc/pdfs/BWCPIP-Award-Fact-Sheet.pdf
http://www.staradvertiser.com/breaking-news/maui-police-to-test-body-cameras-on-halloween/
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Thank you for the opportunity to testify. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Mandy Finlay 

Advocacy Coordinator 

ACLU of Hawaii 
 
The mission of the ACLU of Hawaii is to protect the fundamental freedoms enshrined in the U.S. 

and State Constitutions.  The ACLU of Hawaii fulfills this through legislative, litigation, and 

public education programs statewide.  The ACLU of Hawaii is a non-partisan and private non-

profit organization that provides its services at no cost to the public and does not accept 

government funds.  The ACLU of Hawaii has been serving Hawaii for 50 years. 



 
Greetings Committee Chair Rhoads, my name is Roy Lovell and I am writing testimony to SUPPORT bill 
SB2411-SD2 (Relating to Law Enforcement body cameras.) This bill is a critical step to reforming the 
state’s criminal justice system.  Nationwide it has been both civilian and police footage that has exposed 
police misconduct on a national level.  Police Chiefs (nationwide) have begun to understand the benefits 
of officers recording their interactions with the public.  The videotaping of police encounters in Maui has 
demonstrated that this tool is not only beneficial for exposing corrupt police actors, but also is an 
important tool in protecting good officers from allegations that are untrue.  
Although the county police union has objected to this legislation, all police agencies seem to understand 
and support the legislation (provided ample funding is included). 
 Ensuring that the public and police understand that all eyes constantly watch them is a necessary tool in 

stemming the current police practices that have led to this legislation.  I cannot stress the importance of 

this legislation as it pertains to dealing with the greater problem of understanding what is needed to 

remedy the current police problems in this state. This legislation is a critical oversight tool that should be 

passed.  I therefore support the passage of this legislation. 



 
Greetings Committee Chair Rhoads, my name is Kenneth Clark and I am writing testimony to SUPPORT 
bill SB2411-SD2 (Relating to Law Enforcement body cameras.) This bill is a critical step to reforming the 
state’s criminal justice system.  Nationwide it has been both civilian and police footage that has exposed 
police misconduct on a national level.  Police Chiefs (nationwide) have begun to understand the benefits 
of officers recording their interactions with the public.  The videotaping of police encounters in Maui has 
demonstrated that this tool is not only beneficial for exposing corrupt police actors, but also is an 
important tool in protecting good officers from allegations that are untrue.  
Although the county police union has objected to this legislation, all police agencies seem to understand 
and support the legislation (provided ample funding is included). 
  Ensuring that the public and police understand that all eyes constantly watch them is a necessary tool 
in stemming the current police practices that have led to this legislation.  I cannot stress the importance 
of this legislation as it pertains to dealing with the greater problem of understanding what is needed to 
remedy the current police problems in this state. This legislation is a critical oversight tool that should be 
passed.  I therefore support the passage of this legislation. 
 
 
 



 
Greetings Committee Chair Rhoads, my name is ________________and I am writing testimony to 
SUPPORT bill SB2411-SD2 (Relating to Law Enforcement body cameras.) This bill is a critical step to 
reforming the state’s criminal justice system.  Nationwide it has been both civilian and police footage 
that has exposed police misconduct on a national level.  Police Chiefs (nationwide) have begun to 
understand the benefits of officers recording their interactions with the public.  The videotaping of 
police encounters in Maui has demonstrated that this tool is not only beneficial for exposing corrupt 
police actors, but also is an important tool in protecting good officers from allegations that are untrue.  
Although the county police union has objected to this legislation, all police agencies seem to understand 
and support the legislation (provided ample funding is included). 
  Ensuring that the public and police understand that all eyes constantly watch them is a necessary tool 
in stemming the current police practices that have led to this legislation.  I cannot stress the importance 
of this legislation as it pertains to dealing with the greater problem of understanding what is needed to 
remedy the current police problems in this state. This legislation is a critical oversight tool that should be 
passed.  I therefore support the passage of this legislation. 
 
 
 



 
Greetings Committee Chair Rhoads, my name is Christina R Badua and I am writing testimony to 
SUPPORT bill SB2411-SD2 (Relating to Law Enforcement body cameras.) This bill is a critical step to 
reforming the state’s criminal justice system.  Nationwide it has been both civilian and police footage 
that has exposed police misconduct on a national level.  Police Chiefs (nationwide) have begun to 
understand the benefits of officers recording their interactions with the public.  The videotaping of 
police encounters in Maui has demonstrated that this tool is not only beneficial for exposing corrupt 
police actors, but also is an important tool in protecting good officers from allegations that are untrue.  
Although the county police union has objected to this legislation, all police agencies seem to understand 
and support the legislation (provided ample funding is included). 
  Ensuring that the public and police understand that all eyes constantly watch them is a necessary tool 
in stemming the current police practices that have led to this legislation.  I cannot stress the importance 
of this legislation as it pertains to dealing with the greater problem of understanding what is needed to 
remedy the current police problems in this state. This legislation is a critical oversight tool that should be 
passed.  I therefore support the passage of this legislation. 
 
 
 



 
Greetings Committee Chair Rhoads, my name is William Moore and I am writing testimony to SUPPORT 
bill SB2411-SD2 (Relating to Law Enforcement body cameras.) This bill is a critical step to reforming the 
state’s criminal justice system.  Nationwide it has been both civilian and police footage that has exposed 
police misconduct on a national level.  Police Chiefs (nationwide) have begun to understand the benefits 
of officers recording their interactions with the public.  The videotaping of police encounters in Maui has 
demonstrated that this tool is not only beneficial for exposing corrupt police actors, but also is an 
important tool in protecting good officers from allegations that are untrue.  
Although the county police union has objected to this legislation, all police agencies seem to understand 
and support the legislation (provided ample funding is included). 
  Ensuring that the public and police understand that all eyes constantly watch them is a necessary tool 
in stemming the current police practices that have led to this legislation.  I cannot stress the importance 
of this legislation as it pertains to dealing with the greater problem of understanding what is needed to 
remedy the current police problems in this state. This legislation is a critical oversight tool that should be 
passed.  I therefore support the passage of this legislation. 
 
 
 



 
Greetings Committee Chair Rhoads, my name is Tim Baker and I am writing testimony to SUPPORT bill 
SB2411-SD2 (Relating to Law Enforcement body cameras.) This bill is a critical step to reforming the 
state’s criminal justice system.  Nationwide it has been both civilian and police footage that has exposed 
police misconduct on a national level.  Police Chiefs (nationwide) have begun to understand the benefits 
of officers recording their interactions with the public.  The videotaping of police encounters in Maui has 
demonstrated that this tool is not only beneficial for exposing corrupt police actors, but also is an 
important tool in protecting good officers from allegations that are untrue.  
Although the county police union has objected to this legislation, all police agencies seem to understand 
and support the legislation (provided ample funding is included). 
 Ensuring that the public and police understand that all eyes constantly watch them is a necessary tool in 

stemming the current police practices that have led to this legislation.  I cannot stress the importance of 

this legislation as it pertains to dealing with the greater problem of understanding what is needed to 

remedy the current police problems in this state. This legislation is a critical oversight tool that should be 

passed.  I therefore support the passage of this legislation. 
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Friday, March 18, 2016 

2:00 PM 
State Capitol, Room 325 

 
In consideration of 

SENATE BILL 2411-SD2 
RELATING TO A LAW ENFORCEMENT BODY CAMERAS 

 

 

My name is Aaron Hunger and I am a doctoral researcher at the University of Hawaii at Manoa, a former 

police officer in Florida and California, and a criminal justice instructor for a private college in Honolulu.  

I have been honored to be engaged in doctoral research involving the Honolulu Police Department, and 

its oversight mechanisms since 2010.  Together with my teaching, I have over 24 years of police 

experience.  Currently, I am engaged in research with the University of Hawaii at Manoa that (among 

other issues) seeks to understand the unique structure of the criminal justice institutions on Oahu.  

Based on the unique composition of local policing organizations, one of many questions being answered 

is what effect (if any) does the absence of critical systemic oversight mechanisms (or their 

dysfunctionality) produce and how often.  I have also been privileged to be included in senatorial 

legislative working groups that provided input on several of this year’s bills that dealt with police 

oversight reform.  Based on the work and research that I have been privileged to be a part of, I 

SUPPORT SB2411-SD2 (Law Enforcement Body Cameras), but continue to strongly recommend the 

following amendment be made to the language of the bill.   

The primary issue lay with custodial evidence of the tape once it has been recorded.  Specifically: 
 552D-E Body-worn camera video footage; retention and deletion.  

(a) Body-worn camera video footage shall be retained by the agency that employs the 
law enforcement officer whose camera captured the video footage, or an authorized 
agent thereof, for one year for non-criminal cases from the date it was recorded. 

      INSTEAD 

552D-E Body-worn camera video footage; retention and deletion. 

(a) Body-worn camera video footage shall be retained by the agency that employs the 
law enforcement officer whose camera captured the video footage county police 
commission of the agency that employs the law enforcement officer, or the state 
attorney general should there be no county police commission option available, for 
one year for non-criminal cases from the date it was recorded. 

 

Because police videotape have been evidentiary in several police misconduct cases, many policing and 

governmental bodies have decided that the state level oversight agency (Standards and Training Board) 

is the best agency to handle and review police videos.  Having a neutral custodian of the evidence is 

both judicially prudent and common sense.  Based on Hawaii’s unique oversight system that prevents a 



(non-legislatively created) Standards and Training Board from being the clearinghouse of all Law 

Enforcement data (including videotapes), the suggestion is to empower local County Police Commissions 

or a department within the State Attorney General to maintain and review video collected from their 

local police agencies. 

This amendment to the bill would also move towards rectifying freedom of information requests with 

police records that was encountered by Hawaiian investigative journalists during the Honolulu Police 

handling of the Darren Cachola incident.1  In that case the media was provided with pages of redacted 

information, or were told that information that would cast light on how managers reacted to the 

investigation would cost hundreds of thousands of dollars.2  The videotapes must not be allowed to be 

made bureaucratically unavailable by police agents who are invested in what may be revealed on the 

requested videos. 

For these reason, this bill should be amended to address the custodianship of the videos.  If amended, 

this will become an extremely strong tool for legislators in police oversight and accountability reform.   
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SB2411 
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leuluniu otineru Individual Support No 

 
 
Comments: Greetings Committee Chair Rhoads, my name is Leuluniu Otineru and I am 
writing testimony to SUPPORT bill SB2411-SD2 (Relating to Law Enforcement body 
cameras.) This bill is a critical step to reforming the state’s criminal justice system. 
Nationwide it has been both civilian and police footage that has exposed police 
misconduct on a national level. Police Chiefs (nationwide) have begun to understand 
the benefits of officers recording their interactions with the public. The videotaping of 
police encounters in Maui has demonstrated that this tool is not only beneficial for 
exposing corrupt police actors, but also is an important tool in protecting good officers 
from allegations that are untrue. Although the county police union has objected to this 
legislation, all police agencies seem to understand and support the legislation (provided 
ample funding is included). Ensuring that the public and police understand that all eyes 
constantly watch them is a necessary tool in stemming the current police practices that 
have led to this legislation. I cannot stress the importance of this legislation as it 
pertains to dealing with the greater problem of understanding what is needed to remedy 
the current police problems in this state. This legislation is a critical oversight tool that 
should be passed. I therefore support the passage of this legislation. 
 
Please note that testimony submitted less than 24 hours prior to the hearing, improperly 
identified, or directed to the incorrect office, may not be posted online or distributed to 
the committee prior to the convening of the public hearing. 
 
Do not reply to this email. This inbox is not monitored. For assistance please email 
webmaster@capitol.hawaii.gov 



From: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov 
Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2016 1:33 PM 
To: JUDtestimony 
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SB2411 
Submitted on: 3/16/2016 
Testimony for JUD on Mar 18, 2016 14:00PM in Conference Room 325 

Submitted By Organization Testifier Position 
Present at 

Hearing 

Victor K. Ramos Individual Oppose No 

 
 
Comments: Once Police Departments are up and running. Then see if these kinds of 
bills are necessary.  
 
Please note that testimony submitted less than 24 hours prior to the hearing, improperly 
identified, or directed to the incorrect office, may not be posted online or distributed to 
the committee prior to the convening of the public hearing. 
 
Do not reply to this email. This inbox is not monitored. For assistance please email 
webmaster@capitol.hawaii.gov 



From: mailinglist@capitol.hawaii.gov 
Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2016 3:07 PM 
To: JUDtestimony 
Cc: dylanarm@hawaii.edu 
Subject: *Submitted testimony for SB2411 on Mar 18, 2016 14:00PM* 
 

SB2411 
Submitted on: 3/16/2016 
Testimony for JUD on Mar 18, 2016 14:00PM in Conference Room 325 

Submitted By Organization Testifier Position 
Present at 

Hearing 

Dylan Armstrong Individual Support No 

 
 
Comments:  
 
Please note that testimony submitted less than 24 hours prior to the hearing, improperly 
identified, or directed to the incorrect office, may not be posted online or distributed to 
the committee prior to the convening of the public hearing. 
 
Do not reply to this email. This inbox is not monitored. For assistance please email 
webmaster@capitol.hawaii.gov 

mailto:webmaster@capitol.hawaii.gov
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Late
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